
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world byJSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.istor.org/participate-istor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



1906.] DIGEST OF OTHER RECENT VIBQINIA DECISIONS. 1103 

DIOBST OF OTHER RBOBNT VIRGIOTA DECISIONS. 
Supreme Court of Appeals. 



GATES & SON CO. v. CITY OF RICHMOND. 

March 9, 1905. 

[498. E. 965.] 

OBSTRUCTING STREETS — CONSTRtTCTING OF ORDINANCE. 

For one, as occasion requires, to obstruct a sidewalk by a skid from his store 
door to a delivery wagon for purposes of moving merchandise between them, is not 
within an ordinance declaring a penalty for constructing or placing any portico, 
porch, door, window, step, fence, or other projection which shall project into a 
street, and a like penalty for every day that said portico, porch, door, window, 
step, gate, fence, or other projection shall be continued; the ordinance applying 
only to obstructions of a permanent character. 

[Ed. Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 36, Cent. Dig. Municipal Corpora- 
tions, sec. 1446.] 

PRISON ASSOCIATION OF VIRGINIA v. RUSSELL'S ADM'R et al. 

March 9, 1906. 

[49 S. E. 966.] 
WILM — CONSTRUCTION — RESIDUARY LEGATEE. 

Testatrix, after disposing of certain specific articles of personalty, bequeathed 
all the residue of her estate to a charitable corporation. Some time thereafter 
she made a codicil reciting that by her former will she had left all her property 
to the charitable corporation, and changing the same so as to give a specific sum 
for another charitable purpose. This latter bequest was void. Held, that the 
charitable corporation mentioned in the will was the general residuary legatee 
entitled to take the amount of the void bequest.' 



NORFOLK & W. RY. CO. v. FRITTS. 
March 9, 1905. 

[49 8. E. 971.] 
RAILROADS — ^FIRES — NEGMGBNCE — EVIDENCE — QUESTION FOR JURY. 

1. Where it is shown that a fire was set by a locomotive, the railway company 
is presumptively guilty of negligence, and it has the burden of proving that it used 
the best mechanical contrivances in known practical use to prevent the escape of 
fire, and exercised reasonable precaution in selecting competent employes and in 
operating its train. 

[Ed. Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 41, Cent. Dig. Railroads, sees. 1709- 
1711.] 



